Introduction
The largest fly in Africa, Gyrostigma rhinocerontis ( Fig. 1) , a rhinoceros stomach bot fly recently discussed in an excellent overview article by Barraclough (2006) , has long been attributed to the Rev. F.W. Hope (1840) in his paper on the bots of humans. In that paper, there is no description of the fly but the name is mentioned as a bot of the rhinoceros, named as "Oestrus rhinocerontis, Owen", and illustrated in figures 1 and 1a of plate 22 (Fig. 2 ) that accompanied that work (the illustration of it making the name available). Despite future workers giving credit of the name to Hope, Hope was correct when attributing the name to Owen, yet apparently the source of Owen's authorship has not been traced until now.
Discovery of an earlier date
Recent work by a colleague on the dating of decapods led to the discovery of a work by Owen (1830) in which Owen had made an inventory of the spirit collections of the Royal College of Surgeons in London. The catalogue by Owen (Fig. 3 ) contained some names of crabs that were earlier than subsequent publications. I examined the contents of that work and found a few names of previously described species, but only one new fly name. It is listed with scanty but enough characters to make the name available there as Oestrus rhinocerontis (Fig. 4) . Thus, the year of publication of this name should be 1830 and not 1840, and the work by Hope (1840: 259, pl. 22, figs. 1, 1a) is thus merely a listing of the earlier publication of the name and not a new proposal of the name.
The question of authorship
Changing the date of availability of Oestrus rhinocerontis from 1840 to 1830 is clear. However, authorship of the 1830 name is a bit more complicated. The ICZN Code (Article 50) (I.C.Z.N. 1999) states that if there is no evidence within the work as to authorship of the name, the author should be considered anonymous. There is no author listed on the title page of the 1830 catalogue and there is no author for the "Advertisement" at the beginning of the volume. However, biographers and bibliographers of Owen (Owen 1894; Sherborn 1894) give clear evidence that Owen is the author of this volume. Examining the contents shows there are a number of instances where Owen's name is indicated, initially as "R. Owen" and subsequently by his initials "R.O." appended to new names (see Table 1 below) as well as associated with an editorial footnote (p. 35). There are no initials for a few new names, including Oestrus rhinocerontis, which further compounds the question of authorship of those names in particular. However, the evidence that best supports Owen as author of the entire work was made by Townsend (1940) in the third supplement volume (overall volume VIII) to the catalogue of the library of the British Museum (Natural History). Townsend (1940 Townsend ( : 1102 mentioned the authorship of Owen for the 1830 work in an annotation under the "Royal College of Surgeons" entry stating: "The author's initials appear at the end of a footnote on p. 35. On the recto of the fly-leaf to Owen's MS. dedication of 'This is his first work' to his Mother". 
Owen's work for the Royal College of Surgeons and its nomenclatural implications
After obtaining his membership in the Royal College of Surgeons in 1826, Richard Owen (1804-1892) was soon put to work by his former major professor and President of the College of Surgeons, John Abernethy. Noting Owen's exceptional ability for dissecting, Abernethy gave him the task of curating and arranging the recently acquired Hunterian Collection at the Royal College, which was stored near Abernethy's residence. As the Rev. Richard Owen relates from his grandfather's diary, the collection "... consisted of undissected specimens in spirits, the majority of which had been presented by Mr. (afterwards Sir Joseph) Banks to John Hunter, who had supplied Banks with large stoppered bottles of alcohol, for any soft animals captured during the circumnavigatory voyage of Captain Cook." (Owen 1894: 33).
Indeed, a read through the 1830 catalogue shows that many of the specimens recorded and those that were described by Owen were from localities visited by Cook including "New Holland" and the "Sandwich Isles".
Owen's duties included making dissections and preparation of specimens but also maintaining an inventory and publishing a descriptive catalogue of the collections. Working as assistant to the conservator of the collection, William Clift, he had a salary of 30£ per quarter which was raised to 150£ per annum for this work (Owen 1894: 33) . Although a few volumes in the series had different authors, a check of Sherborn's (1894) bibliography of Sir Richard Owen indicates that he was solely responsible for a number of the volumes of this series.
Of the published catalogues of the collections, Part IV(1) on the specimens in spirit (Owen 1830) is the one in which a number of new animal names were listed or described, many of which are earlier than subsequently described or reported on by others, and all but one of the names were missed by Sherborn's Index Animalium (1922 -1933 . This 1830 work is not listed among the publications of the Royal College of Surgeons in Sherborn's Index Animalium bibliography (Sherborn 1922) and was no doubt not seen by him as the book was not included in the listings of the library of the British Museum (Natural History) until its supplement (Townsend 1940) , which suggests it only appeared in the Museum after Sherborn had concluded his Index Animalium in 1933.
Only one new Diptera name was found in Owen (1830), but there some 27 other animal names proposed spanning a variety of phyla, classes, and orders. The nomenclature and taxonomy of some of the names are being dealt with elsewhere but I here give a listing of names as I have found them in this work (Table 1 ) so that future workers will be aware of them. The Hope/Owen connection The Rev. F.W. Hope had numerous natural history interests and published many papers on a variety of subjects. One of these interests was the parasites of humans and, knowing of Owen's work and dissections of Hunterian Museum specimens at the Royal College of Surgeons, he corresponded with Richard Owen on the subject (see Smith 1987) . The fact that Hope briefly discussed the rhinoceros bot fly Oestrus rhinocerontis and attributed the name to Owen meant that he knew of this species and Owen's work, and the fact that there was an illustration by Westwood (whose name is on the plate as illustrator) of the immature means that Owens' specimens in the Royal College of Surgeons must have either made their way to Oxford for illustration or Westwood made the illustration from specimens he saw when he was in London. Unfortunately, much of the spirit collection at the Royal College of Surgeons was destroyed by bomb raids in World War II probably including the bot flies upon which Oestrus rhinocerontis was based (a check online for these larvae among the surviving holdings there proved fruitless). A check with the University of Oxford Museum of Natural History as to any existing correspondence turned up five 
The complicated and confused history of the name of the largest fly in Africa
In researching this paper, it became painfully evident that this name has had a very confused history but in no one place has the history of the name of this fly been sorted out or put into one place. I here present a cresonymy (Table  2) to elucidate the history of the name(s) of this fly through history and the various and sundry generic placements that have transpired since its original proposal in 1830. Rodhain & Bequaert, 1919 : 449 Gyrostigma pavesii: Rodhain & Bequaert, 1919 : 449 Gyrostigma pavesii: Lang, 1920 : 89 Gyrostigma rhinocerontis-bicornis: Babák, 1921 : 508 Gyrostigma pavesii: Patton, 1921 : 245 Gyrostigma meruensis: Patton, 1921 : 245 Gyrostigma pavesii: Séguy, 1937 : 158 Spathicera rhinocerontis: Townsend, 1937 : 19. Spathicera rhinocerontisbicornis: Townsend, 1937 : 19 Gyrostigma meruensis: Zumpt & Paterson, 1953 : 68 Gyrostigma pavesii: Zumpt & Paterson, 1953 ... Continued on the next page Notes on some of the names Zumpt (1962: 246) stated that the epithet bicornis appended to Gyrostigma rhinocerontis by Brauer (1896: 3) was merely an indication of its host and not part of the name, thus it had no nomenclatural significance. However, in the same work Brauer (1896: 4) treated his specific name sumatrensis Brauer, 1884 for the bot of the Sumatran Rhinoceros as a subspecific name (as Gyrostigma rhinocerontis sumatrensis). Thus, both are treated as subspecies of G. rhinocerontis in Brauer (1897) and bicornis is made available with characters to differentiate it from sumatrensis. Accepting bicornis as available was followed by Enderlein (1899) and subsequent authors but the name was curiously omitted from the Afrotropical catalogue (Pont 1980) . In reviewing Enderlein's (1899) paper, Heymons (1899) treated the name as hyphenated (Gyrostigma rhinocerontis-bicornis), which connotes a host affiliation and it was also treated as such in Babák (1921) . Townsend (1937) must have also felt that the bicornis epithet was actually the host name, as he combined it with the species name (as Spathicera rhinocerontisbicornis) much the same way as some cecidomyiid workers have combined the species name and host name in some of the older publications of cecidomyiid gall midge species. 
